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     LIFE AND AFTER-LIFE OF A TEXT
      (Studies in the concepts of Translation)

... the origin of philosophy is translation  or  the thesis of translatability
                                                                                     Jacques Derrida Christie MacDonald (ed.), Tile Ear of the Other: Texts and Discussions with Jacques Derrida, University of Nebraska Press, Lincoln and London, 1985, p. 120.



The history of human communication is hidden in the origin and evolution of various civilizations. Yet it is a reasonable conjecture that all human communication presupposes translation or the concept of translation.

India, of course, has been a multilingual country since very beginning. In fact, the India of two thousand years ago quite resembles contemporary India in terms of its polyglotism. On the basis of evidence from 'translation-compounds' prevalent in Sanskrit and Prakrit, linguist Suniti Kumar Chatterjee has underlined the fact that in ancient India there were widespread traces of both severe language conflicts and concordances between non-Aryan languages (Dravidian, Austric, etc.), foreign languages (Greek, Persian and several Iranian languages) and Indian Aryan languages. Suniti Kumar Chatterjee, Indo-Aryan and Hindi, firma K.L.Mukhopadhyay, Calcutta, 1969, p. 303.
 The role of translation in these conflicts and concordances, it can be argued, might not have been confined to the mere translation of words. It is also a fact that translation was the basis of the literary exchanges that took place in the period from the sixth century BC to the third century AD. These were between laukik Sanskrit, the so-called Buddhist Sanskrit and the middle Indo-Aryan languages. Translation from different languages into Sanskrit was quite common preceding the emergence of Sanskrit as a pan-Indian language. Linguists even argue that the Mahabharata and the Puranas are just a translation of various literary texts of the middle Indo-Aryan languages into Sanskrit. Sukumar Sen, A Comparative Grammar of Middle Indo-Aryan, Linguistic Society of India, Deccan College, Poona, 2nd Edition, 1960, p. 5.
 The commentaries or bhasya tika that were written on Vedic literature are also a kind of translation: to borrow an apt phrase from Roman Jacobson, we could term them 'intra-lingual translations' Roman Jacobson, 'On Linguistic Aspects of Translation' in Selected Writings Vol. II,Mouton, The Hague, 1971, p. 261.
.

One major problem that translators had to face in the process of translating from Vedic to classical Sanskrit was that so many Vedic words were not in use and their context was also not known. A possible solution to this problem could lie in the methodology in which words are first analyzed etymologically and then meanings determined according to their context. This must have been the background of the emergence of the nirukta and vaiyakarnas in Sanskrit because in Panini's Ashtadhyayi and Patanjali's Mahabhasya on the Ashtadhyayi as well as on Katyayana's treatise, the main thrust is heavily on the etymological meaning of the word. Yaska's Nirukta, quite contrary to the definition of western etymology, is also not merely The History of the Word. Asit Chakravarty, Translational Linguistics of Ancient India, Kanakdhara, New Delhi, 1976, pp. 12-13.


Later, Bhartrhari had emphasized the shortcomings of linguistic theories based on word-units and lexical meanings, and strongly objected to the possibility that the meaning of words could be ascertained either by their roots or by the eight formal processes (aaptavakya, kosa, etc.) as propounded by the Mimanska school. For Bhartrhari the word carries no meaning on its own; meaning reveals itself not through the word but through the order of words and their relation in a particular context. Kapil Kapoor, 'Bhartrhari on Lexicon Meaning' in V. Prakasham and S.V. Parasher (cds.), Linguistics at Large, Booklinks Corporation, Hyderabad, 1991, p. 65.


Universals as Foundations for a Theory of Translation

How important was the concept of context in ancient theories of translation? The truth is that there has been little engagement reported in Sanskrit poetics with the theory of translation as such, but in this poetics we do find great discourses on the complex relationship between word and meaning and/or between language and the world, and this may be significant for conceiving a theory of translation. The concept of 'universal language' that has been propounded by Sanskrit vaiyakarnas, especially by Bhartrhari, may also be important in theorizing translation.


For Bhartrhari the word is the Brahma, and its expression is the cosmos. The shabda-brahma, or 'word-Brahma', expresses itself in three stages, i.e. pashyanti, madhyama and vaikhari. Bhartrhari, Vakyapadiyam, Lalbhai Dalpatbhai Bhartiya Sanskriti Vidyamandir, Ahmadabad, 1984. p. 59.
 Later grammarians included a stage before pashyanti, but in Bhartrhari pashyanti is the first stage of expression. K. Kunjunni Raja, Indian Theories of Meaning, The Adyar Library and Research Centre, Madras, 1963, p. 149.
In the first stage, speech and thought are not differentiated and cosmic reality is perceived as a shining flow of consciousness. The madhyama stage is also a pre-language stage where all the linguistically relevant contents are present in a latent form, like a seed wherein all 'tree-content' is present. Vaikhari is the last stage where the 'word-Brahma' takes the shape of a language in which the peculiarities of a particular language emerge, and in which human communication becomes possible.

What Bhartrhari considers universals are the internal structures of language. 'Difference', as it is discovered by us, is nothing but difference between the outer structures of language. In this context, translation would mean going 'downwards' from the outer structure and concentrating on internal similarities, i.e. the elimination of the peculiarities of the source language and the finding of the universal language of the madhyama-pashyanti stage, from where one may transform the linguistic details of the target language. In this respect, Bhartrhari notion of language universals seems close to concepts suggested by Warren Weaver and Noam Chomsky in the modern west.

Warren Weaver is the author of the famous 'Memorandum' which for the first time led American scientists to begin machine translation research on a practical and organised basis. In his memorandum, he writes

All languages were invented and developed by men. And all men, whether Bantu or Greek. Icelandic or Peruvian, have essentially the same equipment to bring to bear on this problem. They have vocal organs capable of producing about the same set of sounds. Their brains are of the same general order of potential complexity. The elementary demands oi language must have emerged in closely similar ways in different places and perhaps at different times. Think by analogy of individuals living in a series of tall closed towers all erected over common foundation. When they try to communicate with one another, they shout back and forth, each from his own closed tower. It is difficult to make the sound penetrate even the nearest towers, and communication proceeds very poorly indeed. But when an individual goes down his tower, he finds himself in a great open basement, common to all the towers. Here he establishes easy and useful communication with persons who have also descended from their towers. Thus may it be true that the way to translate from Chinese to Arabic or from Russian to Portuguese is not to attempt the direct route shouting from tower to tower. Perhaps the way is to descend from each language down to the common base of human communication, the real but as yet undiscovered universal language, and then to re-merge by whatever particular route is convenient. Cited in Asit Chakravarty, op. cit. p. 35.

Chomsky also believes that languages differ in their surface structures, but that these structures are only outer casualties whereas the shaping of languages occurs in its deep structure. Chomsky considers the deep structure an innate constituent of the human brain and concludes that all human languages have a common architecture. George Steiner, After Babel, Oxford University Press, New York, London, 1975, pp. 100-01.


Every human being, Chomsky argues, has internalized a grammar that generates not only his own language but also all the other languages of the world. His 'generative grammar' contains a syntactic component, a semantic component and a phonological component. The latter two are purely interpretative; they play no part in the recessive generation of sentence structures. The syntactic component consists of a base and a transformational component. The base, in turn, consists of a categorical subcomponent and a lexicon. The base generates deep structures. A deep structure enters the semantic component and receives a semantic interpretation. It is then mapped by the transformational rules into a surface structure, which is in turn given a phonetic interpretation by the rules of the phonological component. Thus the grammar assigns semantic interpretations to signals, this association being mediated by the recursive rules of the syntactic component. 
The categorical subcomponent of the base consists of a sequence of context-free 'rewrite rules'. The function of these rules is, in essence, to define a certain system of grammatical relations that determine semantic interpretation, and to specify an abstract underlying order of elements that makes possible the functioning of the transformational rules. To a large extent, the rules of the base may be universal, and not, strictly speaking, part of any particular grammar. Noam Chomsky, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax, The MIT Press, Cambridge, 1975, p.8.

There is a double movement inherent in Chomsky's model from base to deep structure and again from deep to surface structure. The whole process can be understood by the following diagram:

Base { Rewrite Rules - Deep Structure ...Transformation ... Surface Structure	
          Lexicon                   	I                                                  I

                                Semantic Interpretation               Phonological Interpretation


The possibility of finding a practical guideline for translation was implicit in the Chomskyan concept of a universal base component, and this fact has been exploited by Nida, the famous American morphologist and translator of the Bible. For Nida, Chomsky's concept of language as a generating agent is significant for translation, as it provides a technique for decoding the source language, besides providing an insight into the process of proper generation of its equivalent expression in the target language. Eugene A. Nida, Toward A Science of Translating, Leiden, Netherlands, 1964, p. 60.


Chomsky's theory involves three levels of conceptualization: the base component, deep structure and surface structure. Nida simplifies this and adopts only the latter two parts of the model. He summarizes his translation methodology as follows:
i) reduce the source text to its structurally simplest and most semantically evident kernels;

ii) transfer the meaning from the source language to the receptor or target language on this structurally simple level; and then
iii) generate the stylistically and semantically equivalent expression in the 	target or receptor language. Ibid,p68
Nida's methodology is first to go from the surface of the source text to its deep structure, and then transfer that deep structure to the deep structure of the target language, so that the surface-structure of the target language can finally be generated.
For Nida, the deep structure of one language can be transferred to the deep structure of another language by what he calls an 'empathy of spirit'. Nida believes that words are essentially labels. If, for example, the word 'lamb' is not to be found in the target language, it can be substituted by 'seal' or 'pig' or, for that matter, any other form or label in order to achieve what Nida calls 'dynamic equivalence. Eugene A. Nida, Message and Mission, Harper and Brothers, New York,1960.
 In Nida's translation theory this dynamic equivalence is preferable to ‘formal equivalence’. This is because while the former emphasizes an equivalence of sympathy, the latter stresses simply the equivalence of words. In a very different cultural context, Sri Aurobindo, the translator of Kalidas, seems to have arrived at a similar conclusion when he says:

...the business of poetical translation is to reproduce not the exact words but the exact image, associations and poetical beauty, and the flavors of the original. Visnou is nothing to the English reader but some monstrous and bizarre Hindu idol; to the Hindu He is God Himself; the word is therefore more correctly represented in English by 'highest God' than by Visnou... Sri Aurobindo, On Translating Kalidas, Sri Aurobindo Birth Centenary Library, Popular Edition, Vol. 27, Aurobindo Ashram, Pondicherry 1972, p. 98.



Interestingly, this idea of Sri Aurobindo is re-expressed in R. Raghunath Rao's The Art of Translation(1910), which is probably India's first modern work on translation theory. R. Raghunath Rao, TIle Art of Translation, Bhartiya Anuvad Parishad, New Delhi.



Equivalence: A Scientific Theory of Translation?

When the need for a perfect scientific theory of translation was felt in the west during the fifth and sixth decades of this century, all translation theorists of that period initially based their theories on the concept of equivalence. Nida in America tries to achieve this equivalence with the help of Chomsky's generative grammar whereas in England Catford adopts systemic grammar of M.A.K. Haliday. J. C. Catford, A Linguistic Theory of Translation, Oxford University Press, London, 1969.
 However, in the absence of translation institutes proper, the impact of Nida's and Catford's theories did not seem so influential in England and America respectively, in comparison with Germany where translation was beginning to be considered a science: Ubersetzungswissenschaft.

The main centre of German Ubersetzungswissenschaft was the Leipzig School which started in the mid-60s. Here, Otto Kade, Gert Jager, Albucht Neubert, and Filipec theorized further the rudimentary concept of equivalenz. as it had always existed in one form or the other. The main theorist of this school, Otto Kade, tried to explain his concept of equivalence by proposing four types of correspondence. These are: 
One-to-one (totale equivalenz), exemplified by completely identical terms as in standard scientific terminology;

One-to-many (facultative equivalenz), exemplified in the German word spannung as against English words suspense, stress, pressure, tension, etc;

One-to-part-of-one correspondence (approximate equivalenz). as in the German himmel as against English words heaven and sky;
One-to-none correspondence (null equivalenz), as testified in the case of culture.bound words that are 'untranslatable'
The methodology Kade proposes lays down these operational rules: first divide the source-text into several little units; second, convert the 'optimal equivalent' available of these units into the target language; and third, hold together these units to create an integrated whole. See Edward Gentzter, Contemporary Translation Theories, Routledge, London and New York, 1993, p. 69.


Kade’s system of equivalence-type is limited to the level of individual words and phrases and is clearly a reflection of atomistic linguistics that was dominant at that time.As modern linguistics developed; the focus was shifted from individual lexical equivalence to structural equivalence. The term ‘structural equivalence’ was coined by another theorist of Leipzig school, who suggested that greater emphasis be laid on attaining equivalence  for the entire  text than searching for individual lexical equivalents. See Mary Snell-Hornby, Translation Studies: An Integral Approach, John Benjamins Publishing Company, Amsterdam Philadelphia, 1988, pp. 20-21.


German Ubersetzungswissenschaft was recently given a boost by Wolfram Wills The Science of Translation: Problems and Methods (1982), Wolfram Wilss, The Science of Translation: Problems and Methods, Tubingen, 1982.
 which is considered to be the major text of German translation theory. Wilss conceives of the science of translation not as a sealed 'nomological' science but as a 'cognitive hermeneutic/associative' one. He believes that intuition is the opposite of prototypical concepts. Hence, while a translator should be aware of the concept on the one hand, he must also try to keep himself away from accepted norms and methods on the other. Though this method involves a large element of risk, Wilss maintains that its success can be exemplified in any good translation.

Wilss' theory is also based on the concept of a universal language, according to which the transfer of deep structure is possible via a hermeneutic process. This concept holds, with Chomsky, that there is a generative component which translates intralingually from the base to the surface of a given language. In fact, Wilss' translation theory is a combination of Chomsky's concept of deep structure and Nida's practical experiences of translating the Bible. In one place, quoting Nida, Wilss argues that interlingual communication is always possible because it is based upon two fundamental factors, namely that

i) semantic similarities in language are due to the common core of human 	experience, and

ii) fundamental similarities exist in the syntactic structure of languages, 	especially at the so-called kernel or core level. See Edwin Gentzter, op. cit., pp. 64-67.


The science of translation developed by Nida, Catford, Kade, Wilss and others was based on such a preconceived notion about the nature of language that it is not really possible to test it empirically. The concept of deep structure/surface structure is intrinsically source-oriented and tends to foster the belief that all information regarding transformations into target language is stored in the 'deep structure' of the original text to which the translator should be faithful.
These ideas, far from being scientific, were utopian in the sense that they conceive of translation as a reproduction of the original text. The biggest problem with the 'science of translation' was that it was evaluative and prescriptive, related with the training of translators. The shortcomings of this normative and prescriptive 'science of translation' approach were revealed in the most radical way by some scholars in Belgium, Netherland and Israel. Instead of producing theoretical speculations about an 'ideal translation', these scholars focused their attention on the process of reception in the target language, and the contexts in which translation acquires meaning and significance.

Manipulation and Reception: The Politics of Translation

In his introduction to The Manipulation of Literature: Studies in Literary Translation
(1985), its editor Theo Hermans writes, “...from the point of view of the target literature, all translation implies a degree of manipulation of the source text for a certain purpose, Theo Hermans (ed.), The Manipulation of Literature: Studies in Literary Translation, St. Martin Press, New York, 1985.
 Making this point even more openly, Andre Lefevere, another important thinker of this school, argues that translation is basically some sort of rewriting and whatever its objective, rewriting definitely manifests an ideology and poetics. Andre Lefevere, Translation, Rewriting and tile Manipulation of Literary Fame, Rutledge, London and New York, 1992.
 The mood and temperament of the age manipulates translation as much as it manipulates history-writing, criticism, and editing, etc. The nature of this implicit manipulation can be easily grasped if one takes into consideration the poetic and the ideological base of a rewriting. For example, Edward Fitzgerald, the famous translator of the Rllbaiyat-e-Ornar Kltayyam writes to his friend E.B.Cowell: 
“It is an amusement for me to take what liberties I take with these Persians who (as I think)are not poets enough to frighten one from such excursions, and who really do want a little art to shape them.” Ibid., cited on p. 1.


It is obvious from this letter that Fitzgerald considers Omar Khayyam aesthetically inferior to contemporary English poets. Imperial or Victorian aesthetics has given him courage of an order impossible in the case of poets like Homer or Virgil.
Scholars who have worked on the reception of Rabindranath Tagore's writings in the west have underscored the fact that Tagore's reputation and immense popularity there during the first three decades of this century were based not so much on an intellectual appreciation of his works as on the notion that the east is an enigma, where saints and prophets bring deliverance to ordinary people. In other words, Tagore was supplying another basis for the already existing superstructure of Orientalism. He had become yet another representative of the alluring 'other' to the western world. Nabanita Deb Sen, The Reception of Tagore in England, France & Germany' and United States, Indiana University Press, 1963. See also Sujit Kumar Mukerjee, Passage to America: Tire Reception of Tagore in the U.S. (1921-41), University of Pennsylvania, 1963. In the colonial context, it i~ net then surprising that Tagore chose to translate his poems into English himself, for which translations he later got the Nobel Prize. This was an act of intellectual Independence, yet it is ironical that not only the selection of these poems but also their style, imagery, tones and diction tries deliberately to match Edwardian poetics. Mahasweta Sengupta, 'Translation, Colonialism and Poetics: Rabindranath Tagore in Two Worlds', in Susan Basnett and Andre Lefevere (eds.), Translation, History and Culture, Pinter Publishers Ltd., London, 1990, pp. 57-58.


Andre Lefevere considers the translated text as refraction and not a reflection of the source-text. See Susan Basnett, Translation Studies, Routledge, 1994, p. xvii.
 The linguistics-based science of translation envisages translation as a reflection. Such a 'reflection' refers to a mirror-image of the original text, while the term 'refraction' implies a change in perception. This is exemplified not only in the written tradition but in the oral tradition as well. Narrating her amusing experience of translating the story of Hamlet to a group of illiterate tribals in West Africa, Lara Bohannan, in her famous article Shakespeare in the Bush, writes that the audience advanced various interpretations in their effort to understand the story. At times they resisted the translation and transfer of concepts (ghosts), values (the chastity of Ophelia), customs (the European period of mourning), motivations (Hamlet's madness), material culture and plot sequence, as well as rhetorical and linguistic structures. Bohannan reports that after one such interpretation 'there was a murmur of applause. Hamlet was again a good story to them; but it no longer seemed quite the same story to me. Cited in Maria Tymoczko, 'Translation in Oral Tradition as a Touchstone for Translation Theory and Practice' in Susan Basnett and Andre Lefevere (eds.), Translation, History and Culture, Pinter Publishers Ltd., London, 1990, pp. 47-48.


In fact the translated text is a processed text. When the literary system of any target language receives a source text, it manipulates it in the very process of its reception. The whole process and nature of this manipulation has been analyzed thoroughly by the concept of a 'literary polysystem' as articulated by Itmar Even-Zohar and Gideon Toury of the Tel Aviv School, Israel, in the 1970s. Working on a project called 'The History of Literary Translation into Hebrew', Even-Zohar developed a methodology that could provide an insight into the complete process and dynamics of a translated text in a particular culture at a particular point of time. Even-Zohar who sees himself basically as a theorist of culture, not of translation, based his polysystem theory on Russian Formalism, specifically on Tynjanov's concept of the 'hierarchical literary system'.

The Russian Formalists believed that culture is a complex system of systems, including the system of literature, the system of science, the system of technology and so on. There are many subsystems to each of these systems. For example, within the literary system there exist the systems of literary tradition and literary genre. Moreover, the individual literary text is itself a unique system. These various systems and subsystems are interrelated and influence each other.

The kind and nature of this 'influence’ are determined by the 'cultural practices' of which these systems are also apart. Peter Steiner, Russian Formalism, Cornell University Press, Ithaca and London, 1984. Cultural practice is determined by two factors. In the context of literature, one factor is active inside literary systems and the other operates outside it. Patronage is the most important factor outside the realm of the literary system. The norms of patronage could be ideological, economic or status-related. The factors operating inside the literary system are constituted by professional critics, teachers and translators, and they are the people who regulate the system by the parameters imposed upon it by the second factor, i.e. patronage. Andre Lefevere, op. cit., pp. 14-16. Citing the example of the different translations, in different languages, of The Diary of Anne Frank, Andre Lefevere has demonstrated how the different literary systems of different languages, with their different cultural practices, had sculpted altogether different images of Anne Frank. Andre Lefevere, On the Construction of different Anne  Franks, ibid., pp. 59-72.



Tynjanov suggests that the 'literariness' of a text depends not solely on its intrinsic properties, but also on its value and function, on the relationship it establishes with other texts in different 'literary systems': 
Since a system is not an equal interaction of all elements but places a group of elements in the foreground-the dominant-and this involves the deformation of the remaining elements, a work enters into literature and takes on its own literary function through this 'dominant'. The 'deformation' caused by the changing position of hierarchical subsystems is the basic reason for any literary evolution; and defamiliarization is the process by which it works. Cited in Tony Benett,Formalism and Marxism, Methuen & co.London,1979,pp.66-67

Taking his cue from Tynjanov, Even-Zohar regarded translation as an important subsystem of any literary system, and focused on the analysis of the hierarchical cultural system as a whole. Even-Zohar coined the term 'polysystem' to refer to the entire network of correlated systems-literary and extra-literary-in society, and developed an approach. which attempted to explain the function of all kinds of writing within a given culture: from the central canonical text to the most marginal non-canonical texts. He argued that the role of any translated text in a particular language depends upon the age, strength and stability of the particular literary polysystem at issue. For instance, the polysystem of an old culture like the Anglo-American or French is different from that of lsrael or, for that matter, any new country. A strong system such as the Anglo-American or French, with well developed literary traditions, and with many different kinds of writing, relcgates translations to marginal position; whereas for historical reasons translation occupies a central position in a country like Israel or in an African country.

In his essay 'The Position of Translated Literature within the Literary Polysystem' Even-Zohar suggested that the relationship between the translated work and the literary polysystem can not be categorized as either primary or secondary, but only as a variable depending upon the specific circumstances operating within the literary system. The position of the translated work in a particular literary system is not fixed but varies depending not on the 'intrinsic qualities' of the text, but on the particular historical circumstance under which the concerned literary polysystem operates. Itmar Even-Zohar, 'The Position of Translated Literature within the Literary Polysystem' in James S. Holmes, Jose Lambert and Raymond van den Broek (eds.), Literature and Translation: New Perspective in Literary Studies with a Basic Bibliography of Books on Translation studies, Leuven Belgium, 1978.
Elaborating this notion, Even-Zohar's Tel Aviv colleague Gideon Toury has written that translation themselves have no 'fixed' identity, because they are always subject to different socio-literary contextual factors; so a translation has to be viewed as having multiple identities, dependent upon the forces that govern the decision process at a particular time. Gideon Toury, In search of a Theory of Translation, The Porter Institute of Poetics and Semiotics. Tel Aviv, 1980.


Even-Zohar's and Toury's views signal a significant shift in approach to the theory of translation, since from here onwards it would be difficult to posit a single conception of translation equivalence. Alongside translation theory based on traditional linguistics has also been attacked from one more quarter that is perhaps even more radical in nature ---Derrida's deconstruction.

Deconstruction: Translation as Disschemination

Derrida's theory of deconstruction is a logical outcome of Saussure's idea of language. Saussure conceptualized language as a sign-system. Ferdimnd de Saussure, Course in General Linguistics, Peter Owen, London, 1974, pp. 66-70. Each sign is made of a 'signifier' (a sound-image or its graphic equivalent) and a 'signified' (the meaning or concept). The three black marks 'c-a-t' form a signifier which evokes the signified 'cat' in English mind. The relation between the signifier and the signified is an arbitrary one; there is no inherent reason-other than cultural and historical convention-why these three marks should mean 'cat'.

The relation between the whole sign and what it refers to (what Saussure calls the 'referent'- the real furry four-legged creature) is therefore also arbitrary. Each sign in the system has meaning only by virtue of its difference from the other. 'Cat' has no meaning 'in itself', but only because it is not 'cap' or 'cad' or 'bat'. In the linguistic system, says Saussure, 'there are only differences'. Meaning is not mysteriously immanent in a sign but is functional, the result of its difference from other signs. Extending Saussure's idea, Derrida argued that 'cat' is 'cat' because it is not 'cap' or 'bat' but how far is one to press the process of interpreting difference? If cat is also what it is because it is not 'cad' or 'mat', is it what it is because it is not 'map' or 'hat'? Where is one supposed to stop? It would seem that this process of tracing differences in language can be carried on infinitely. If every sign is what it is because it is not all the other signs, every sign would seem to be made up of potentially infinite tissue of differences. This puts in question
Saussure's view of the sign as a neat symmetrical unity between one signifier and one signified. The signifier does not yield up a signified directly as a mirror yields up an image, and there is no harmonious one-to-one set of correspondences between the level of the signifiers and the level of the signifieds in language.

To complicate the matter even further, there is no fixed distinction between signifiers and signifieds either. If you want to know the meaning (or signified) of a signifier, you can look it up in the dictionary, but all you will find will be yet more signifiers, whose signifieds you can in turn look up, and so on. The process is not only in theory infinite but somehow circular; signifiers keep transforming into signifieds and vice versa, and you can never arrive at a final signified which is not a signifier in itself. That means meaning is not immediately present in a sign. Since the meaning of a sign is a matter of what the sign is not, its meaning is always in some sense absent from it too. Meaning is scattered or dispersed along the whole chain of signifiers; it cannot be easily nailed down. It is never fully present in anyone sign alone, but is rather a kind of constant flickering of presence and absence together. Terry Eagleton, Literary Theory, Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1988, pp. 127-28.
 This is one of the reasons why Derrida's neologism, differance, implies not only 'to differ' or 'differentiate' but also 'to defer', 'to postpone or withhold. J.A. Cuddon, Dictionary of Literary Terms and LiteraryTheory, Penguin Books, 1991, p. 246.

Deconstruction is very visible in the process of translation. Derrida believes that translation deconstructs texts and returns to a point before a thing has been named, thereby making visible a path by which meaning has been rerouted or diverted.

For Derrida, God is seen as a deconstructionist for He interrupts the construction of the Tower of Babel. In this act, God interrupts Himself and thereby produces Disschemination. Addressing the tribe of Shems, Derrida suggests that, according to God, 'you will not impose your meaning or your tongue, and I, God, therefore oblige you to submit to the plurality of languages which you will never get out of. Christie MacDonald, op. cit., p. 103.

Derrida thinks that it is quite impossible to transport pure signifieds from one language into another, or indeed even within the same language, since the base of meaning is unstable, and no such thing as 'deep structure' or 'kernel' is to be found anywhere. Hence, instead of talking about translation we need to revise the concept of translation as a regulated transformation---from one language to another, and from one text to another text. Jacques Derrida, Positions, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1981, p. 20.
 In taking issue with this very basic definition of translation, a definition in which translation is believed to be the reproducer, transporter and communicator of the 'meaning' of the original text, Derrida suggests another perspective. Translation, he says, may be viewed as an instance where language can be observed as always in the process of modifying the original text. This notion Derrida explicates with the help of Walter Benjamin's fascinating concept of uberleben (after-life).

Conclusion: The Text which Lives Happily Ever After

Walter Benjamin considers translation as neither source-oriented nor target-oriented, but as a single mode of its own. He argues that since translation gives the original a second life, in some way it is the 'afterlife' or post-life of a text. Furthermore, this does not imply a post-mortem so much as a continuation of life. As Benjamin remarks:

...just as the manifestations of life are intimately connected with the phenomenon of life without being of importance to it, a translation issues from the original-not so much from its life as from its afterlife. Walter Benjamin, 'The Task of the Translator' in Illuminations, Fontana Press. London, 1992, p. 72.


Benjamin believes that in translation the original becomes larger; Derrida adds that translation behaves like a 'child' which is not just a product subject to the law of reproduction but has, in addition, the power to speak on its own in a new and different fashion, supplementing language and sounding the 'Babelian note' which causes languages to grow. Jacques Derrida, 'Des Tours de Babel' in Joseph F. Graham (ed.), Difference and Translation, Cornell University Press,Ithaca,1985,p191


Pursuing this line of enquiry. Susan Basnett indicated in her 1991 CERA lectures that a slight opening in cultural hegemony was about to occur. She argued that the poet-translators Haraldo and Aggusto De Campos from Brazil, for example, use Derrida to develop something like a postmodern and non-eurocentric approach to translation. In their approach to literary translation, the de Campos brothers refuse to accept any sort of pre-ordained original; instead they view translation as a form of transgression. They do not use terms that are part of the European approach or science, but come up with their own conceptualizations.

One such transgressive modality conceives of translation as an act of cannibalism. Cannibalism is here not to be understood in the western sense, i.e. that of capturing, dismembering, mutilating and devouring, but in a sense which shows respect-that is, a symbolic act of taking back out of love, of absorbing the virtues of a body through a transfusion of blood. It is not another form of possessing the original, but a liberating act where one eats, digests and, in the process, frees oneself from the original. Translation is seen by the de Campos brothers as an empowering and nourishing feat of affirmative play very close to the Benjamin/Derrida envisioning of translation as a life-force ensuring the survival of a literary text. Cited in Edwin Gentzter,op.cit.,p.192


The area and scope of translation studies in the west has thus widely increased, especially in recent decades. Comparative literature as a discipline, for example, is now being considered a subcategory of translation studies, instead of the other way around. Translation studies as an independent discipline has established itself not only in the major countries of the west but also in smaller countries like Israel, Belgium, Netherlands and Bulgaria. In India, however. it is yet to establish itself in this self-confident manner. Is this not a serious matter, considering the age-old multilingual character of the Indian subcontinent?




















